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PER CURIAM: 
 
  Carl James Boltz appeals his twenty-four-month 

sentence imposed on revocation of supervised release.  We 

affirm. 

  On appeal, Boltz argues that the sentence imposed is 

plainly unreasonable because the district court failed to 

consider whether community-based drug treatment programs would 

have provided Boltz with needed treatment.  Boltz does not 

challenge the district court’s decision to revoke his supervised 

release or its guidelines calculations.  The Government responds 

that the district court’s sentence is not unreasonable.  

  In United States v. Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 437 (4th 

Cir. 2006), we held that “revocation sentences should be 

reviewed to determine whether they are ‘plainly unreasonable’ 

with regard to those [18 U.S.C.] § 3553(a) (2006) factors 

applicable to supervised release revocation sentences.”  

Although the district court must consider the Chapter Seven 

policy statements and the applicable requirements of 18 U.S.C. 

§§ 3553(a), 3583(e) (2006), “the court ultimately has broad 

discretion to revoke its previous sentence and impose a term of 

imprisonment up to the statutory maximum.”  Crudup, 461 F.3d at 

439 (internal quotation marks and citation omitted).  A 

sentencing court must provide a “statement of reasons for the 

sentence imposed,” United States v. Moulden, 478 F.3d 652, 657 
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(4th Cir. 2007) (probation revocation), but the court need not 

“robotically tick through § 3553(a)’s every subsection,” or 

“explicitly discuss every § 3553(a) factor on the record.”  

United States v. Johnson, 445 F.3d 339, 345 (4th Cir. 2006).   

  Our review of the record in this case convinces us 

that the district court adequately explained its reasons for the 

sentencing and we find that the sentence is neither procedurally 

nor substantively unreasonable.  See United States v. Finley, 

531 F.3d 288, 297 (4th Cir. 2008) (applying Gall v. United 

States, 552 U.S. 38, ___, 128 S. Ct. 586, 597 (2007), in 

reviewing a sentence to determine if it is plainly 

unreasonable). 

   We therefore affirm Boltz’s sentence.  We dispense 

with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are 

adequately presented in the materials before the court and 

argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 


